FINE ARTS FACULTY COUNCIL 
Friday, Mareb 7, 1986 


Present: Robert J. Parker, Chair; K. Penney; D. Poitras; D. 
Andrus; J. Denis; G. Gross; J. Byers; J. Kelly; A. Adams; G. 
Szilasi; R. Gomez; L. Sherman; M. Falsetto; F.R. Mulvey; T. 
Morand; I. Sendek; W. Krol; R.B. Wainwright; C. Wake; M. Gentile; 
C. Jackson; P. Landsley; C. MacKenzie; E. Langley; I. Fleet; K. 
Austin; M. Notarangelo; S. Paikowsky 


Absent with Apologies; K. Adams; A. Herman 


l. Approval of the Minutes of the Meeting of February 7, 1986 


(Gross, Langley) "moved the adoption of the minutes of 
the meeting of February 7, 1986" 


CARRIED 


2% Rector Remarks and Question Period 


Dean Parker introduced Rector Patrick Kenniff to Faculty 
Council members. Dr. Kenniff addressed his remarks’ to. the 
following, points; the most recent changes to the composition of 
University Senate, the financial situation of the University in 
terms of operating funds and, the status of the University 
Capital Campaign and recent developments relating to the 
construction of the Library Building and extension to the Vanier 
Library. 


With respect to the financial status of the University, 
the accumulated deficit has been projected at $17 million for the 
current year, this, as a result of the continuing underfunding of 
the University and the impact of across-the-board budget cuts to 
the University over the last several years. His appeals to. the 
government has been for sufficient and adequate funding that 
would allow for the continued growth of acadenic development 
throughout the University. The projected budget needs and 
deficit will be spread out over the next three year period and it 
is hoped that, with adequate funding, the deficit would be down 
to between $2-$3 million by 1987-88. 


Questions from the floor included appeals from _ the 
performing arts disciplines for more adequate space. Gross 
requested information as to the University plans regarding the 
performance and teaching space for theatre on the Loyola campus; 
Jackson requested the use of the Loyola Chapel as a Concert Hall 
and Langley noted the use of St. Ignatius School to include the 


Dance Department. 


Kenniff replied that policy decisions had still to be 
made regarding the needs of the Music Department relating to the 
Loyola Chapel or other alternatives. In addition he explained 
that the current modifications being planned for the Vanier 
Library could include a multi-purpose auditorium that would 
accomnodate the needs of the Theatre Department. Regarding Dance 
the University is currently negotiating for the purchase of St. 
Ignatius School. 


Council members brought the following issues of concern 
to the Rector*s attention; difficulties regarding the designation 
of approximately $16,700. in scholarship funds to Loyola students 
only; contemplated changes in the use of non-academic space 
within the New Library Building; and differential tuition fees 
for foreign students and its impact on international students at 
the graduate level. 


Kenniff replied that he was aware of the present 
difficulties surrounding the issue of scholarship funds and 
requested that faculty members express their concerns’ through 
University Senate via their elected Senators. With respect to 
the New Library Building he noted that changes in design concept 
did not mean a change in the content of the building but rather a 
change in architectural concepts such as the building*s 
integration within the neighbourhood. 


Regarding international students he explained that the 
University will have to deal with this issue in a major way 
through requests fron outside the conmunity and alumni to give 
money to the University. In terms of the waivering of fees, the 
University has, in particular cases, requested special treatment 
for gifted individuals. 


In view of the University’s precarious financial 
Situation, Gross asked whether new programmes at the graduate 
level should be contemplated and/or proposed. Kenniff replied 
that, yes, proposals should be brought forward especially if it 
can be demonstrated that a similar programme did not exist 
elsewhere; or if the programme could be offered in co-operation 
with another of the Montreal universities. In addition, 
proposals for programmes should be made in light of the 
University’s academic priorities. 


3% Chair Remarks 


Parker spoke on several issues including a follow-up. to 
the recent meeting of Departmental Chairs; an up-date on _ the 
Department of Design Art and an explanation of the recent changes 
made to the structure of University Senate. 


A meeting of Departmental Chairs was held recently to 
discuss the Collective Agreement because of a number of issues 
that have come about through the implementation of the Agreement. 
He noted that, after two years, the time was appropriate to 
address those particular Articles of concern to faculty members, 
for example Article 16, Duties and Responsibilities and Article 
14, Appointment and Reappointment and Evaluation of faculty 
menbers. Development of criteria for evaluation needs to be 
encouraged with respect to personnel issues. Performance review 
and the difficulties experienced by everyone during the last 
round was also discussed. 


The "language of the Collective Agreement" was also 
discussed. The type of language presented has been to the 
detriment of the Faculty of Fine Arts in terms of trying to 
interpret the clauses as they relate to the fine arts. 


With respect to the Design Art progranime, Parker 
explained that as a result of a sit-in in his Office, discussions 
were held with respresentatives of the Design Students 
Association and Vice-Rector Whyte which resulted in a new 
positive approach and a more active involvment on the part of the 
students in the implementation of the design art programme. Also 
the Department of Painting « Drawing had asked that the following 
letter be presented to members of Council as follows; 


"You will have noted from our Department Minutes February 
17th, 1986, that our Department wishes to formally go on record 
as wholeheartedly endorsing and supporting the new design art 
curriculum specifically our Department strongly advises that the 
Dean should contact the various art firms in the City to inform 
them of the positiveness of the new curriculum in design art 
rather than have them left with the present one-sided prejudice 
view that they are being given. In addition, the Dean should 
find ways and means to show the inaccuracies and negative 
statements being made regarding the new design art curriculum. I 
respectfully request that this endorsement be brought to the 
attention of the Faculty Council." 


Regarding the re-structuring of Senate, Council presented 
its reconmendations to Senate last Fall. The membership and 
powers of Senate have now been approved and some of Council*‘s 
recommendations have been included such as the Non-voting members 
of Senate to include the Vice-Rectors Services; and Institutional 
Relations and Finance. With respect to the membership of Senate 
Committees, Council*s recommendation of parity was accepted and 
endorsed. The request for a student to sit on the Research 
Committee was also accepted. 


Fine Arts has also increased its membership on Senate 
from two to three giving us parity with the other Faculties 
within the University. 


4, Curriculum Committee 


MacKenzie explained that during the month of May, 
Council will be presented with the following curriculun 
proposals; one proposal for a joint Major to be offered by the 
English Department and the Departisent of Theatre in Playwriting, 
also, there will be a proposal for a Minor in Women and the Arts. 


In addition, the BFA Studio Major has been managed in an 
informal manner. We now have 2a Committee composed of two members 
of the Department of Painting & Drawing, Printmaking & 
Photography and Sculpture, Cerenics and Fibres. This Committee 
Will look into the offerings of this programme and make sure that 
it satisfies everyones* needs. 


5. University Committee Reports 


Austin noted for Council*s information the following 
problems as they related to the awarding of scholarships’ to 
students within the University; 


"In-course" scholarships, those awarded to students who 
have completed one full year of study, out of 200 names 70 were 
struck from the list because they were not registered with fuli- 
time status either this year or last year. The distribution of 
names was quite uneven. It is incumbent upon individual 
Departments to submit the nanes of top students, however, the 
Committee uses the grade point average as its criteria with the 
result that not all names submitted are considered, 


In addition, mere than half the scholarships available 
are designated for Loyola students only and this eliminates 
consideration of Fine Arts students further still. In terms of 
overall funding of students, Concordia University offers about 
650,000. per year as compared to the University of Toronto which 
can offer $1.2 million dollars in scholarships. He requested 
that faculty members be asked to deSignate a small portion of 
their salary towards the establishment of a scholarship fund for 
the students in Fine Arts. 


Considerable discussion ensued around the difficulties 
of producing a GPA on students‘ records as well as Council 
menbers .lack of information around the issue of University 
scholarships. It was decided that further discussion could not 
take place until members had before them a written Report and a 
notion around which debate could take place. 


6. Business Arising from Minutes of February 7, 1986 


As a result of the motion dated February 7, 1986 
placing the discipline of Photography within a Department of 
Printmaking and Photography the following additional motion was 
required to be forwarded to Senate and the Board of Governors as 


follows; 


MOTION; (Kelly, Sherman) "Faculty Council recommends to the 
University Senate and the Board of Governors that the Department 
of Printmaking be renamed the Department of Printnaking & 
Photography; and the Department of Cinema & Photography be 
renamed the Department of Cinema" 


CARRIED 


Ts Other Business 


Landsley put forward a request for a motion of Censure 
with rationale as follows; 


"Recent events have shown a continuing hostility to and 
an unwillingness to accept the spirit of the new Design Art 
Programme curriculum by many and specifically, as reported in the 
"Concordia" of Wednesday, February 19, 1986, by Professors John 
German, Louis Hamel, Andrew Stonyer and Susan Hudson of the 
Department of Design. These Professors, as reported in the 
paper, "pledge support for the DSA...and submitted a letter to 
the Board of Governors protesting the new programme". 


It appears that there is a conscious attempt, therefore, 
to subvert the will of Faculty Council, a will arrived at through 
free and open democratic debate. We are, all of us, aware of how 
iong it took to develop and devise this new programme, the amount 
of effort and study that went into it, the scrutiny that it was 
Subjected to, far outstripping any other proposed progratmne in 
the history of this Faculty...and, after long debate, it was 
accepted and passed by Council. Yet, there is still this ongoing 
effort to block it. 


This is a situation that cannot any longer be tolerated 
nor can it be permitted to continue without not only seriously 
jeopardizing the principles of due process’ and University 
procedures, but eventually weakening the entire structure of this 
Faculty of Fine Arts. Facuity Council has now on two occasions 
demonstrated its overwhelming support for the Design Art 
Programme. Changes cannot be made to any curriculum unless’ so 
authorized not by the Dean but by Faculty Council after debate. 
Despite this there has been, and is continuing, resistance and 


unco-operativeness from the four name Professors in the 
Department of Design: 


*Therefore, I submit the motion that Faculty Council censure 
Professors John German, Louis Hamel, Andrew Stonyer and Susan 
Hudson and that this motion of censure be entered in their 
Personnel File." 


Gerry Gross introduced a procedural motion as follows; 


(Gross) "moved that a motion of this significance and 
importance be tabled so that it might be considered by Faculty 
Council at a future date having given members of Council an 
opportunity to consider its import". He felt that, without due 
notice to Council members that such a motion is coming forward is 
not considerate of the rights of the people involved nor is it 
respectful of Council. Gross requested a seconder to the motion. 


Seconded by Dominique Poitras. 


Falsetto asked whether it would be wise to have those 
faculty members cited in the motion, present at Council. Gross 
replied that it would. 


Poitras asked for clarification on what "censure" 
implied and what it would mean to the four professors censured. 


Parker explained that such a motion indicates the 
dissatification of Faculty Council as to the behaviour and 
activities of these four individual members of the Faculty of 
Fine Arts. It also states that Council has taken a particular 
position within due process. 


Andrus noted that Council is not aware of the legalities 
of such a motion and that it would be unwise for those 
individuals to be present when a motion of censure was made 


against them. 


Sherman asked for procedural clarification on a_ motion 
of censure and whether or not there was a precedent for such a 
motion. Parker replied that Council had never before used a 
motion of censure. 


Paikowsky stated that it was important that the essence 
of such a motion be passed, since, as a member of Faculty and of 
Faculty Council she was extremely insulted by what she had read 
in the newspaper and that Council had been undermined. If the 
motion was too complicated legally, something needed to be done 
by Council that would disapprove of the statements being made. 


Considering the lack of restraint shown by those 


individuals cited, in terms of defaming the new programme in 
Design Art, Morand requested that Council use some restraint in 
censuring fellow faculty members. 


Landsley expressed his concern that these four 
individuals were subverting the wishes of Faculty Council. It is 
Council's authority to change curriculum and for individuals to 
continue to usurp the authority of Council jeopardizes the future 
of the Faculty. He felt it to be important to take action now. 


Poitras noted that the teachers should be given the 
opportunity to express their opinion at Faculty Council. The DSA 
and the teachers involved are protesting against the lack of 
procedures. 


Gross reiterated his point that when important issues 
are brought before Council it is important that they are given 
due consideration. In order to do this, time must be given to 
everyone concerned before a vote is taken. The issue at hand is 
a "notice of censure" not a substantive issue on the content of 
the Design Art Programme. Wor is it the issues attendant upon 
that content. If Council is to act on principle, then members 
should be notified of such a motion in due process. That is, such 
a motion should be forwarded to Steering Committee where it can 
be placed as an Agenda iten. This would then give councillors 
the opportunity to consider the motion before debate at Faculty 
Council. 


Regarding the procedural motion, Landsley disagreed 
with the notion that insufficient time had been made available, 
He noted that faculty members were well aware of the issues 
surrounding the proposal for the Design Art programme and that 
debate could take place in a way that would satisfy due process. 


Langley agreed that something needed to be _ done, 
however, Council should not take any steps that would endanger 
its own credability on procedural grounds. 


Gomez spoke in favour of tabling the motion of censure 
in order to allow everyone time to think about it. In addition, 
when particular individuals are named, due consideration must be 
given before any decisions are taken. 


Landsley reiterated again that the will of Faculty 
Council was being subverted and that the four individuals 
concerned had had ample opportunity to understand what they were 
doing in discussions with everyone concerned with the Design Art 
curriculum. He felt faculty were advocating their 
responsibilities as Council members if they did not do something 
in response to the behaviour of these particular faculty members. 


Gross noted that there should be no debate on a 
procedural motion and that the present discussions should not 
taking place. A vote was required on the procedural motion. 


be 


The question was called and CARRIED 
In Favour - 12 
Opposed - 8 


Landsley asked what would happen to his motion once 
Steering Committee dealt with it. Parker replied that the motion 
would be discussed at Steering Committee as well as its place on 
the Agenda. 


Given the fact that this motion is now pending for 
another month, Paikowsky requested that Steering Committee look 
into the ramifications and legalities of a "censure motion" so 
that Council may be equipped to discuss and accomplish a notion 
of censure during the next meeting. 


MacKenzie explained that a motion of such importance 
should be postponed, however, she wished to move the following; 


MOTION (HacKenzie, Paikowsky) "noved that Fine Arts Faculty 
Council reiterate for the third time its support for tne Design 
Art Programme and expect that the members of the Department 
concerned govern themselves accordingly" 


Kelly expressed her concern that Council must vote for 
the Design Art programme three times. She requested that the 
motion be amended to indicate that, since Council has already 
twice supported the programme, that the members. govern 
themselves, etc. She did not understand why Council must support 
it for a third time. 


Falsetto noted that it has been nine months. since 
Council voted on this question and a great deal has happened 
during those nine months, a great deal of publicity, alot of 
rancour, some inappropriate behaviour, He felt that it was not 
useless to reiterete our strong support of the new programme. 


Kelly again expressed her concerns that the issue has 
gone on for such a long time. 


The question was called and CARRIED 


In favour - 16 
Opposed - dl 
Abstention - 7 


Gross noted that he abstained from voting because he 
felt that the motion did not address the issue. 


On another issue, Langley brought to Council members 
ettention the difficulties her Department was having because of 
the lack of security within the Victoria School and surrounding 
area. One of her students had been attacked in the parking area 
as well as belongings robbed from within the studio classes, 
Despite numerous conplaints by everyone concerned nothing has 
been done to offer protection in this area. She expressed her 
concern that the students will become even more vulnerable next 
year when the Dance Department will operate on both canpuses and 
there will be less traffic in Victoria School. 


There seemed to be no control and no respect for the 
individuals concerned within the Dance area and it appeared that 
some students are well protected, for instance in the Visual Arts 
building, while other students are not. 


Parker explained that he was not aware of these present 
difficulties and was glad that this had been brought to his 
attention. 


Landsley shared her concerns, however, he felt it more 
appropriate that the Dean be apprised of the lack of security 
directly rather than sending a contingent of students to the 
Dean’s office. 


Andrus questioned whether this was a topic for discussion 
at Council. Unless there was a motion on the table no debate 


could take place. 


Mackenzie supported Langley*s concerns for the safety of 
students and felt that this could be a topic for discussion at 
Council. 


Sherman explained that Council seemed to be the only body 
within the Faculty where issues of Faculty-wide significance can 
be shared. In terms of priority, she noted that a motion would 
be in order and that indeed, the safety of everyone is a higher 
priority than the previous item on the table. 


Andrus explained that the procedure to be followed was 
for the Dance Department and others to bring this topic to the 
attention of the Faculty Health and Safety Committee. They in 
turn could bring forward a proposal to Faculty Council. 


Hotion for Adjournment 


H. Duval 
Harch 18, 1986 


